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1 through many Committee meetings of the finance 

2 Committee, as well as the Blue Ribbon Task Force, I 

3 created this short summary to give you an idea of 

4 well, I guess it's not really a short summary, but 

5 to give you an idea of the amount of meetings and 

6 the amount of discussion that occurred on this 

7 topic. 

8 But to get right to the point, if you look at 

9 the last page -- I guess not last, but page number 

10 4, if you look at the bottom of the page and it says 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

additional research. Basically, after doing all 

this research, I came to the conclusion that the 

topic of multiple dwellings on a parcel was not 

really discussed specifically throughout the Finance 

Committee nor the Blue Ribbon Task Force. The Blue 

Ribbon Task Force gave three recommendations to the 

Finance Committee, and then the Finance Committee 

went ahead with the Circuit Breaker. The Circuit 

Breaker was initially proposed by Administration as 

a way to move away from the Max Tax. 

The problem that was encountered with the Max 

Tax was that it limited the County's ability to fund 

infrastructure and other services, and therefore, 

they were looking at ways to get away from the Max 

Tax which holds all taxes to 1989 real property tax. 
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1 So when they established the Circuit Breaker, the 

2 real problem they had was determining what the 

3 percentage would be, because it was unknown because 

4 we have no information regarding the income of 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
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22 

23 

24 
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residents. So at that time I believe they decided 

to go with a conservative 3 percent of adjusted 

gross income. 

And to make a long story short, in regards to 

the position as to whether or not the Circuit 

Breaker should have been applied to the entire 

parcel or only to the dwelling ~nd the land 

thereunder, live come to the conclusion by talking 

to two of the members, two of the Council members at 

that time, both members indicated to me that their 

intent was to have it be applied to the entire 

parcel, not just the dwelling that the person was 

living in. 

That's not to say, though, that the opinion 

that came out from Corporation Counsel -- it doesn't 

reflect on that opinion in any way, because the 

opinion was based upon the current County Code. And 

if it's clear in the current County Code, which it 

appears to be, that it's only supposed to apply to 

homeowners, as written, then I think that's the 

reason why that opinion came out that way. But 
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1 after doing the research on the legislative intent, 

2 it appeared that the legislative intent was to apply 

3 it to the entire parcel. 

4 CHAIR HOKAMA: Okay, thank you very much for that 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 
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background, Mr. Taguchi. 

Members, anything else on Circuit Breaker? 

We also have already in the hopper for your 

consideration a bill for an ordinance relating to 

the Circuit Breaker credit that the Chair has 

drafted and presented to the Committee November 24, 

as a way to, in the near term, make some 

improvements that I believe was a concern under the 

area of disposable income. Also, the Chair has 

directed Staff to hand out for you -- we do have a 

comparison between the City and County of Honolulu's 

Circuit Breaker program as it compares to the County 

of Maui. It's a two-, three-page handout that I 

believe we've distributed to the members, Lance. 

Okay, thank you. So you should have that in your 

packet, Members. 

If anything, the County of Maui is much more 

liberal in who we allow to participate in the 

Circuit Breaker program, compared to the City and 

county of Honolulu. They have much more -- in my 

opinion, more restrictive deadlines that may not be 
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1 to the advantage of our administrative departments 

2 and divisions to prepare the appropriate 

3 adjustments, but here you can see under income, 

4 Honolulu has included, besides the adjusted gross 

5 income from the Internal Revenue Code 54, as 

6 amended, non-taxable interest, pension, Social 

7 Security, and deferred comp to be included l whereby 

8 the County of Maui just uses what is defined as 

9 gross income from the Internal Revenue Code from 

10 1986 as amended. So that -- we've made that 

11 available to you for consideration. 

12 Any comments on the Circuit Breaker or 

13 questions? Mr. Kane. 

14 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: Mr. Chair, on the two bills that are 

15 part of this agenda item l are you going to be 

16 providing us with a recommendation to specific 

17 numbers being plugged into the amendment to 

18 3.48.450, home standards for valuation, and the 

19 bracketed 50,000 and are you going to be providing a 

20 proposal? 

21 CHAIR HOKAMA: I was going to bring that up, Mr. Kane, 

22 

23 

24 

25 

until obviously this morning's newspaper gave us a 

new updated average sales price for the County of 

Maui. The intent of my consideration to you, 

Members, under the proposed bill under homeowner's 
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1 exemption was based on a lower sales average price. 

2 The intent on the home exemption t Members, was this: 

3 When it was more or less $400 1 000 as the line 

4 between the so-called areas that we felt the relief 

5 was needed, the proposed bill made that as the 

6 
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benchmark, $400,000 and less. The proposal to 

increase the home exemption would have brought 

relief to approximately 83 percent of all property 

tax owners. 17 percent would have some relief, but 

not as proportionate equal to the lower bracket. 

For all of those that have property valuation of 

$400,001 and above, those in that category relate to 

approximately 17 percent of all property tax owners 

in this County. 

So my idea was for the short term provide 

additional relief to those in the lower end, which 

by coincidence would be able to be applied to 87 

83 percent of property owners. It is not a cure 

all, nor does it address everything that people such 

as COMET has brought forward to this Committee, 

okay, I'm going to be very up front with you. I 

don't know if there is any perfect solution to catch 

100 percent of the tax base, because you're going to 

always have those unique situations and instances. 

Okay, because unless you're a seller -- if you're a 
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1 seller, I would say this market is great for you, 

2 but then not all of us are sellers. Okay, because 

3 you can get a very huge return on your investment or 

4 RI. 

5 But if you're trying to maintain it, then I 

6 would say what I've prepared in response to 

7 listening to testimony to you, to the Department, 

8 this is what I believed immediately we could discuss 

9 and move forward if you folks choose to, improving 

10 the Circuit Breaker program through redefining the 

11 income and see whether or not, againt over a short 

12 period, one or two years, that that AGI is a 

13 reasonable amount at the 3 percent level. If we 

14 need to make changes t we can do so. Home exemption t 

15 againt you know this is one way we can approach it 

16 in the short term by giving relief that way too, but 

17 take into account now what I shared with you what 

18 the current processing that the division is required 

19 to still keep moving on. So depends on when we pass 

20 legislation we will impact when division can 

21 implement those changes to the code. Mr. Kane, you 

22 had a question? 

23 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: So for clarification, the 400,000 

24 threshold t I'll use that word. 

25 CHAIR HOKAMA: Yes. 
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1 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: So what would change -- because 

2 you -- you've referenced updated information in this 

3 morning's paper. What would change would be the 

4 percentage of people that would get relief, that's 

5 what would change? 

6 CHAIR HOKAMA: I haven't been able to -- Lance, can you --

7 are you able to give Mr. Kane a response? 

8 MR. TAGUCHI: Thank you, Chair Hokama. Basically the 

9 
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initial amount -- the bill -- the bill is supposed 

to see if we can increase the exemption amount. 

There's two mechanisms that you could probably do to 

address the current increase in the upcoming real 

property taxes. One would be to adjust the rate, 

which is relatively simple. It's done during the 

budget process. And the other would possibly be 

increasing the exemption. 

Assuming that all properties will -- most 

properties will probably get some kind of an 

appreciation in value due to the market and the 

valuation approach, then if you're going to provide 

relief, those are probably the two easiest options 

at this point, unless Real Property Tax can tell me 

another option. The exemption -- keep in mind when 

you increase the exemption, you go across the board 

per homeowner. What it does -- it's a less 
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regressive in nature. Because as you know, we value 

home ownerships in this County, and that's why we 

give the homeowner the lowest rate. So if you take 

the lowest rate across a high value, you're going to 

have a bigger relief. If you have the lowest rate 

across a lower value, you're going to have less 

relief. So in a sense when you decrease the rate, 

it is a little regressive in nature. 

Now, with the information that has been 

presented in the newspaper { it kind of indicates 

that there has been significant appreciation in 

property values. So if we relate it to the 

information that was given to you in the prior 

meeting about increasing the rate and decreasing the 

exemption or just increasing the exemption, 

naturally what's going to occur, if the median 

home -- the average home in the County of Maui is 

above that level, then basically you're not going to 

be giving very much relief by increasing the 

exemption only that amount. You'd have to increase 

it a lot. I think prior we talked about $30,000 

increase in exemption amounting to about a $3 

million reduction in revenues. 

So I think the bottom line is there needs to 

be -- if you're going to provide relief, there needs 
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1 to be a decision whether or not you're going to 

2 provide across the board which would benefit the 

3 affordable areas and the lower property values more, 

4 or if you're going to give it in the rater which 

5 would benefit all taxpayers but it will actually 

6 give little bit more relief to the higher end 

7 taxpayers with higher (inaudible) properties. 

8 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: So the number that we're looking 

9 at -- because in the bill as written it's bracketing 

10 out or deleting the age exemption. 

11 CHAIR HOKAMA: That's correct I elimination of age. 

12 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: And it's looking to -- for a 

13 consideration of increasing the the home 

14 exemption. 

15 CHAIR HOKAMA: That's correct. 

16 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: Okay. So if -- the way it's written 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

now with 50,000 is the home exemption and 60 to 70 

as being 80 1 so if we take out the age exemption, 

we're left with it doesn't work out that way. 

I'm thinking out loud, so r apologize. The numbers 

that you came up with, Chair,talking about the 

400 1 000 threshold, and r think we attempted to 

consider a revenue-neutral approach, how is that 

being accomplished, if you can clarify r guess your 

Staff or yourself? Because I know you wanted to 
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1 look at a revenue-neutral approach versus giving up 

2 some revenue in order to achieve that $400,000 

3 threshold. 

4 CHAIR HOKAMA: Okay. If you folks want to look at revenue 

5 neutral, Members, then giving relief to homeowners 

6 means you have to place the additional burden to 

7 make up that revenue to another category. 

8 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: And that's where you're talking about 

9 the balloon, Mr. Chair. 

10 CHAIR HOKAMA: Yeah, the balloon. You squeeze one, some 

11 place else going to bulge out. If you're willing to 

12 deal with the loss of revenue from that specific 

13 homeowner's category, and say through efficiencies, 

14 more efficiencies and less services we can still 

15 do -- you know, perform satisfactory with the lost 

16 revenue, we can approach it that way too. Yes, 

17 Mr. Kane. 

18 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: So what did the 400,000 threshold 

19 represent as far as loss of revenue, if we're not 

20 looking at having it bulge on the other side? 

21 CHAIR HOKAMA: How are we looking -- Lance, the number we 

22 came up with. 

23 MR. TAGUCHI: We - - I think if I'm correct, Councilmember 

24 

25 

Kane, the one you're talking about was the hybrid in 

the sense that it was targeting a slight increase in 
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1 the homeowner rate and a -- at least a large 

2 increase in the homeowner exemption. And the 

3 concept was to see how many -- what is the 

4 percentage in the population that will be affected. 

5 The higher end properties would have significant 

6 increases in tax because we increased the rate. The 

7 lower end properties would have significant 

8 decreases in tax because we gave a large exemption, 

9 and the middle area would probably remain the same. 

10 Using that scenario, if we said that the 

11 if we were willing to reduce real property tax 

12 revenues by $3 million, we could increase the 

13 revenue-neutral position and we could increase the 

14 exemption by $30,000 per homeowner. So in the final 

15 scenario, we looked at raising the exemptions a lot. 

16 In fact, I think it's to the -- from a $50,000 level 

17 we looked at possibly increasing it $100,000 to make 

18 the total homeowner exemption $150,000. 

19 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: So, Mr. Chair. 

20 CHAIR HOKAMA: As one way to approach the current 

21 situation on -- on a reasonable short time clock. 

22 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: Okay. And I apologize if I'm 

23 dragging my feet on my 

24 CHAIR HOKAMA: No, no, no. 

25 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: -- what point I'm trying to get to. 
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1 My question originally is, Mr. Chair, do you have --

2 are you going to be coming forward with the 

3 recommendation on the -- I know you have a docket in 

4 here that has the four options. 

5 CHAIR HOKAMA: Yes. 

6 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: Yeah, and what you just described, I 

7 think, was the fourth option in here. You know, and 

8 correct me -- or if you can clarify what option you 

9 were talking about when you just made your 

10 description. And so let me get right to it, then, 

11 Mr. Chair. Are you going to be proposing a 

12 recommendation for us to consider of these four 

13 options that you provided for us? 

14 CHAIR HOKAMA: I would like us to move forward and improve 

15 the Circuit Breaker. 

16 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: And so that's what -- so is there a 

17 particular model that you're proposing? 

18 CHAIR HOKAMA: And right now I am asking you to consider 

19 the bill for an ordinance that we have drafted for a 

20 consideration that will better define and I 

21 believe -- where's my folder on enforcement? 

22 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: That's the attachment to November 

23 24th, Mr. Chair, the bills that you have in there? 

24 CHAIR HOKAMA: That is the one dated November - - should be 

25 November 24th. Yes, yes, you're correct. 
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1 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: And so what I see there is bracketed 

2 out 50,000, then a blank number three times. 

3 CHAIR HOKAMA: Right. 

4 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: And then after that you have -- we 

5 have deleted Section 2, looks like, 3.4.465, which 

6 is the age exemption. 

7 CHAIR HOKAMA: That is right. We have -- if you can 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

recall, Members, we have received testimony from 

various individuals saying that we now have a 

changing demographics and that we do have people who 

in general are considered older but not 

necessarily -- but also come with additional 

disposable income. And so one way was to delete the 

age exemption so that we wouldn't penalize those 

utilize that exemption benefit to adjust their 

taxes. We decided to increase the homeowner's 

exemption and allow anyone that qualifies for the 

homeowner's to benefit through some relief on the 

increased exemption amount. 

And you're correct, we have that scenario of 

if we increase the rate -- okay, oh, and on the 

handout, let me tell you part of the various 

scenarios that we did. I had asked Lance, one, if 

you increase the rate to improved residential, which 

means there's a house on the land, and then we 
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1 increase the homeowner's exemption to a higher 

2 amount, whether it be $50,000 more on $100,000 more, 

3 then on our projections on how we would affect 

4 various homeowner categories, as well as the our 

5 senior components, what would be a potential impact 

6 on the number of households or percentage and what 

7 would be an estimated net effect on those changes? 

8 And that is what you have before you. And that's 

9 why when you see the tax rate, 5.86, you're going, 

10 wow, that's a lot. More than the current 3.55 we 

11 provide the homeowners, but that is if you believe 

12 that we should move toward a more single rate 

13 mentality for property owners in the residential 

14 groupings, okay. And there's pros and cons on the 

15 single rate approach to taxation. Mr. Kane, 

16 questions? 

17 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: Yeah, thank you, Mr. Chair. So if we 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

were to plug in -- and I'll use the example of the 

fourth model in that four-page -- you know, you've 

given us scenarios starting with the 5.86 and the 

157,201 increase of the home exemption, and then the 

last one being the 4.63, increase the rate from the 

3.55 current, I think, increasing the homeowner's 

exemption to 150,000 and then deleting the elderly 

exemption. The numbers there that are reflected 
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1 show that homeowner A would save -- would save $255; 

2 homeowner B would save 193i homeowner C 1 85i and 

3 then anything over the $400 / 001 UPI with exception 

4 to the elderly homeowners Band C 1 only those upper 

5 end folks would be paying more. The lower guys 

6 would all be getting breaks. 

7 CHAIR HOKAMA: That is correct. 

8 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: Is that, Mr. Chair, something that 

9 you would be willing to put forward as a 

10 consideration in today's discussion 

11 CHAIR HOKAMA: Yeah 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

COUNCILMEMBER KANE: on the bill that we have in front 

of us? 

CHAIR HOKAMA: I have no problem -- and Members 1 againl 

what I have provided you is what I believe, as your 

Chairman, you have requested me to put forward to 

advance discussion and consideration of various 

options. As I stated earlier, this - - 'what is 

proposed to you by no means limits the !discussion. 

If you have a proposal you want on the :floor, I'm 

very open. If someone wants to move a i-- even a 

hybrid of Mr. Fisher and COMET's, bringi it forward, 
I, 

bring it forward. We are not eliminatirg any option 

,I 
to provide the best tax relief and brlng better 

equity and fairness to the system. We'll consider 

RALPH ROSENBERG COURT REPORTERS, INC. 
(808) 524-2090 



BF 2/3/04 116 

1 everything, everything. Okay. Because I would hope 

2 that whatever we try to do would have at least some 

3 longevity over a period of reasonable time to 

4 establish a fairness and equity. If you need to 

5 continue to always change the tax structure and the 

6 tax program every two years, something's wrong with 

7 the tax structure. It should have some ability of 

8 longevity to -- and fairness built into whatever 

9 adjustments we do. Mr. Kane. 

10 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: Thank you, Mr. Chair. Appreciate you 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

allowing me to inquire on this issue. I'd like to 

kind of go take a step or a couple of steps back, 

Mr. Chairman. Because I realize that with this, as 

you've stated, this is not the fix all and it's 

certainly, in this case, may not benefit the people 

who are here opposing a current system, and instead 

are here to propose an alternate system. Because 

they're caught up in -- I think Mr. Molina has 

brought forward the discussion as well, the long 

long-termers who are getting caught in the market 

society we live in and the system that we have. 

This particular proposal, if it is forwarded, would 

not benefit them. Because, I mean, they're -- maybe 

their house is not the brand-new million dollar 

mansion, but their property is certainly what's 
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1 impacting them. So 

2 CHAIR HOKAMA: As well as if they're not utilizing the 

3 Circuit Breaker. 

4 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: Yes. And to me, more clearly, if 

5 they qualify for the Circuit Breaker. 

6 CHAIR HOKAMA: That's correct. You're absolutely right. 

7 There's qualifications to be met. You're right. 

8 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: And so I know that this body's not 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

interested in looking for one thing to tweak the 

system and then we can move on. I think everybody's 

looking for the bigger approach, the more 

comprehensive approach, but we can only do one at a 

timel but as long as we make one move, we have to 

understand what's connected to that, the 

consequences, and what adjustments we need to make 

on the other side and what's being impacted. 

You know, whether it's a dedication model or 

a -- you know, that was mentioned earlier. I think 

Mr. Molina was talking about a dedication model, 

whether it's ag or if it's residential or homeowner, 

and that would provide some sort of relief. We 

would have to take into consideration what you've 

listed on the matrix, Mr. Chair, as far as 

implementation with -- as an example, the dedication 

portion, having a level 5 implementation, which is I 
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1 guess very difficult. 

2 11m just -- 11m just trying to make sure that 

3 if we do move something forward today, that we still 

4 keep in mind assisting -- assisting the folks that 

5 are long -- long term, and 11m just trying to keep 

6 that front and center in my mind without kind of 

7 going, okay, we forgetting now. Welre going off 

8 track. 

9 CHAIR HOKAMA: No, no, I thank you for that. And again, 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Members, some people going say the Council is 

considering a kama'aina discount. Well, we have 

always cherished our island residents. I would hope 

Mr. Nishiki still canlt know what is the difference 

between a local and a non-local, but we do it all 

the times, Members. The kama'aina discount, whether 

it be in golf rates or whatever it be, air fares or 

what not, we give our residents a preference. Okay. 

And I would think that a lot of our decisions are 

based on our history, and as well as the social 

demands of the current times. So if you folks want 

to consider a dedication type or way to help the 

so-called kama'aina, that's fine. Welve done it in 

the past l and I have yet to see why we cannot 

consider it currently and in the future. So lim 

very open in protecting the kama'aina from unfair 
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unfair rocketing valuation. 

COUNCILMEMBER KANE: Can I just ask one other question of 

Mr. Regan? 

CHAIR HOKAMA: Please do. 

COUNCILMEMBER KANE: Thank you. Mr. Regan, you're 

familiar with the -- and I think in the last meeting 

we kind of went over this, that four-page document 

that was presented to the Committee, and I'm not 

sure, Mr. Chair, when that was submitted exactly. 

That's the one that has the breakdowns. Mr. Regan, 

I'm sorry, if you're familiar with the one I'm 

talking about that kind of gives us examples of the 

effect of increasing the rate to, increasing the 

home exemption to, and deletion of elderly 

exemptions. Do you have that in front of you? 

MR. REGAN: Let me have a moment just to try and find that 

information. 

COUNCILMEMBER KANE: Thank you. 

CHAIR HOKAMA: Okay, Members, as Mr. Regan takes a few 

moments to prepare to respond to Mr. Kane, I am 

aware of the time. I would ask if you feel that the 

adjournment is proper, do so. I would say that if 

need be, I would ask that you consider we could 

possibly reconvene after Mr. Nishiki's use or 

non-use of Thursday afternoon to continue discussion 
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1 and allow you sufficient time to allow Mr. Nishiki 

2 to use that slot if things don't go very well 

3 today -- this afternoon in his Planning and Land Use 

4 Committee, but I would prefer you consider the 

5 recess, Members, for one thing. 

6 While I appreciate testimony, this Committee 

7 needs to continue to be able to discuss various 

8 options and where to go so the public can at least 

9 start reacting to something that we're willing to 

10 move forward, or we're going to always end up with 

11 half of the meeting in testimony and partial in 

12 discussion, okay. But I think the community would 

13 like to see if we have something available to move 

14 forward and then we can tell them comment again on 

15 something that we're moving forward on, whether it's 

16 good or bad or don't do it, just do it, improve it 

17 or what not. So that's my suggestion to you, 

18 Members. 

19 Mr. Regan, are you ready to give a comment? 

20 MR. REGAN: May I have the question again, Mr. Chair? 

21 CHAIR HOKAMA: Mr. Kane. 

22 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: Yeah. Well, I didn't ask a question. 

23 MR. REGAN: I'm sorry. 

24 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: I just wanted to make sure you had 

25 this and you kind of -- and it seems like you didn't 
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1 have a chance to look at this and kind of validate 

2 the information. It seems to be simplified 

3 information, and just to kind of give us an idea of 

4 the impacts. And I just wanted to see if you were 

5 in a position today to -- to I guess validate the 

6 accuracy of the numbers that are shown -- being 

7 shown here to be true and correct to the best of 

8 your knowledge? 

9 MR. REGAN: Mr. Chair. Actually, we did help in the 

10 production of this particular document that we're 

11 looking at, and we do concur that to the best of our 

12 knowledge, that the information that's been 

13 presented is as accurate as possible. 

14 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: Great. Okay, thank you. And I just 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

wanted to make sure that everybody's on the same 

page and that we're not -- the Council's not coming 

up with information that the Finance Department 

doesn't agree with or there's no concurrence. So 

thank you for that. 

My second question is if we do, Mr. Chair, 

move forward with, say, a proposal for further 

discussion as a motion to move forward, that we 

would -- the rate increase -- because what we have 

before us is nothing to do with the rate increase, 

but the model that's before us talks about a rate 
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increase. So that would -- if we do move this 

forward, it's with the understanding that when come 

budget time and we start to set the rate, that we're 

going to be going in, based on the passage of this 

proposal, if it does go that far, that we would be 

looking at 4.63 as something that the public is 

going to be notified of based on our action on 

150,000 homeowner exemption increase and a deletion 

of the elderly. 

CHAIR HOKAMA: I would say that would be the initial point 

of where we would start in the tax rate discussions, 

okay. And I state that because the rate itself 

means nothing unless you multiply it in the formula 

against the assessment. So if we let's say we go 

to dollar per thousand but you have $10 million 

worth of assessment, your bill may still -- may 

still be a lot bigger than what you're currently 

paying because the valuation has percentagewise 

jumped higher than the reduction in rate percentage. 

But I -- we presented this so that at least 

you had some visualization of what the rate with the 

exemption to the taxable amounts of what we felt was 

the bracket at that point, the $400,000, how that 

would impact homeowners, the amount of homeowners 

impacted, and as you can see with the last 
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1 category -- the last page that Mr. Kane directed us, 

2 if you look at the $400,000 and below, we're looking 

3 at 83 percent of taxpayers -- property owners, 

4 excuse me, property owners. 

5 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: And Mr. - - I'm sorry. 

6 CHAIR HOKAMA: No, no. 

7 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: And Mr. Chairman. 

8 CHAIR HOKA.MA: Yes. 

9 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: Because of your comments about these 

10 numbers would be based on what the assessments are 

11 now, we don't know -- and so an increase in 

12 assessments would actually lessen the reduction of 

13 real property tax revenue and the decrease in 

14 assessments would increase the reduction in real 

15 property revenue; is that correct? 

16 CHAIR HOKA.MA: Depend on the rate, Mr. Kane. 

17 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: No, so if we lock into the rate of 

18 4.63. 

19 CHAIR HOKAMA: Okay, right, right, if we lock into the 

20 rate, right. 

21 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: So kind of an inverse. In other 

22 

23 

24 

25 

words, the reduction in real property revenue will 

increase if revenue -- if assessments decrease, and 

vice versa. If -- if assessments increase, then the 

number 3 million we have here will actually -- the 
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1 reduction number will decrease. 

2 CHAIR HOKAMA: That is correct. That is correct. 

3 Absolutely correct. 

4 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: So we kind of have a clear projection 

5 that assessments have increased due to the latest 

6 figures. 

7 CHAIR HOKAMA: Right. 

8 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: And that number is probably going to 

9 go out next month on March 

10 CHAIR HOKAMA: Mr. Regan and his people are working on 

11 getting their certification prepared, so, you know, 

12 I won't hold him today and ask him what is even one 

13 ballpark, but I would say you can count on one 

14 increased valuation. I mean, it verifies by our 

15 average sales price. As well as, Members, to be 

16 you know, to make sure that you're aware of all the 

17 factors involved, we do have additional inventory 

18 that has come on board also. So that has an impact 

19 of maybe half a million dollars plus or minus a 

20 reasonable variance. 

21 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: Mr. Chair. 

22 CHAIR HOKAMA: Yes. 

23 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: Just to continue, then, and that was 

24 

25 

a point I was also going to make, and you kind of 

threw me off because that was the December deadline 
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1 that you were going to get everything caught up. 

2 Mr. Regan, has that occurred as far as new 

3 coming on? Because we had the backlog of two and a 

4 half years. We contracted with $140,000 Honolulu to 

5 help to us catch up. You gave us a preliminary 

6 commitment to finish by the end of last year. Has 

7 that been achieved? 

8 MR. REGAN: Well, if I may, Mr. Chair, speak to that 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

effect. We did in fact contract with the City and 

County of Honolulu provide us with tax mapping 

services. At this point I believe they're about 85 

percent of the way done. We had anticipated getting 

through the entire amount by December 31st, but 

there were some things that happened that were 

beyond our control. One of the people that were 

over there had a stroke, a number of other things 

happened. We had poor connections. We couldn't get 

the data transferred. But we got that all fixed. 

85 percent was as of December 31st and they're 

trying to get as much as possible done I think by 

February 19th. Yeah, about February 19th. So they 

are really working, for lack of a better expression, 

their tail's off to try to get this stuff done for 

us. They know the importance of it and we've really 

expressed that to them that we needed to get that on 
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1 board for real property tax purposes. 

2 COUNCILMEMBER KANE; Thank you, Mr. Chair, and finally, 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

because we're assuming or because it seems as 

though we're getting a picture of projected 

increased assessments, if we were to say plug in a 

cap for this year, I don't know if that's possible, 

so, you know, correct me if I'm missing the 

parameters here, say we were able to go between 2 

and 4 percent cap on that -- on that assessment 

increase, would we be able to figure out how much 

reduction in real property revenue? 

So there's couple of factors there. We're 

getting new new people coming on line based on 

that -- the 85 and hopefully 100 percent by -- in 

March, hopefully. We have an increased rate, but 

the increase in homeowner's exemption, the deletion 

of elderly exemption, which is going to come out to 

3 million reduction of real property revenue, but 

we're looking at an increase of assessments, as well 

as new coming on line. 

If we were to cap it, say, between 2 and 4 

percent, would we be able to come up with an actual 

number of reduction of revenue and still kind of 

be -- actually provide even more relief to the 

higher end guys at this point? In other words, the 
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1 above 400,000, although we're going to gain, we're 

2 not going to gain maybe as much that this is 

3 showing, but we're still going to gain more than 

4 what this model shows, because this model is based 

5 on what the assessments are now, not what we can 

6 project them to be as far as capping them at say 

7 and let's use the number 4 percent. Would we be 

8 able to 

9 CHAIR HOKAMA: We can work that in the model. 

10 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: -- isolate that number? 

11 CHAIR HOKAMA: I don't see a problem as far as one 

12 mathematical formula to come up with one estimated 

13 number. We can do that. We can provide that. 

14 COUNCILMEMBER KANE: I'd be real interested to see that 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

and incorporate that into -- at some point I'd be 

very supportive, Mr. Chair, of you recessing this, 

if we can kind of pull those numbers together, if in 

fact this is -- I'll back up again, the -- your 

recommendation for supporting the page 4 and then 

trying to incorporate -- and maybe I can do that as 

an amendment later on, but if we can at least 

retrieve that information to help us understand 

where we're going to be. I would support a recess 

till Thursday, and I would hope that Mr. Nishiki 

would be supportive of -- of providing some space 
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1 within that Thursday time frame so we can continue. 

2 CHAIR HOKAMA: Okay, Members, any other questions? If 

3 not, the Chair, unless there's objections, to allow 

4 Mr. Nishiki's flexibility for Thursday, I would say 

5 are there any objections to recessing and until 

6 Thursday the 5th, 3:30 p.m.? 

7 COUNCIL MEMBERS VOICED NO OBJECTIONS. 

8 CHAIR HOKAMA: Okay. We will then stand in recess till 

9 Thursday the 5th of February 3:30 p.m. Recess. 

10 (Gavel) . 

11 RECESS: 12:21 p.m. 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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